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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is in response to applicant's communication filed July 09, 2007 
in response to PTO Office Action mailed March 08, 2007. The applicant's remarks and 
amendments to the claims and/or specification were considered with the results that 
follow. 

2. In response to last Office Action, claims 1, 3-5, 8, 11, 12, 15-18, 21, 24-26, 28, 
31, 33, 34, 37, 40 and 44 have been amended. No claims have been canceled. No 
claims have been added. As a result, claims 1-44 remain pending in this application. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed July 09, 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

In view of objections to specification under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, 
applicant mentioned paragraphs [0189] and [0191], but those paragraph mere defines 
what is proxy read to share/own/invalidate (i.e. PRTS, PRTO and PI) packets or where 
it is used, but as explained in the objection, the particular embodiment is not described 
in the specification, such as with respect to PRTS as mentioned in remarks section 
(pages 14, 15) with respect to paragraphs [0249] to [0255]. Applicant notes paragraphs 
[0189], [0191], [0250], [0255], [0260], [0261] and [0272] teaches various packets (i.e. 
PRTS, PRTO and PI0, but the examiner is able find only PRTS, wherein the active 
device ignore the packet even though it is owner (or has ownership responsibility). 
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Paragraphs [0260] and [0261] are for speculative transactions and does not support the 
condition of checking the global access state (i.e. if the global access state of the 
coherency unit is in modified state or not), because the speculative transactions such as 
PRTO is initiated regardless of global access state of the coherency units as explained 
in paragraphs [0256] to [0264], thus the objection to specification is maintained. 

Applicant also argues that specification defines the "owner" but it does not state 
the owner provides the data (remarks pages 12, 14) and then amended the claims with 
"ownership responsibility" but again the definition from specification is clear and one 
having ordinary skill in the art will understand that the ownership responsibility or owner 
is same and it should provide the data. This is clear from specification par. [0090], 
where paragraph [0090] states, "The ownership responsibility specified by the state 
information for a particular coherency unit indicates whether the client device is 
responsible for providing a copy of the coherency unit to another client that requests it . 
A client device owns (i.e. has ownership) a coherency unit if it is responsible for 
providing data to another client which requests that coherency unit". From above 
paragraph, it is clear that the owner or the device that has ownership responsibility 
provides data to the requester. It is also further evident from related description of claim 
1 of the present application. See paragraph [0249], "However, memory may be 
configured to not to respond to requests unless it is the owner of the requested 
coherency unit", where it is readily apparent that owner responds to the coherency 
requests. Thus, the objection to specification and previous rejection of claims under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph is maintained, because applicant himself provides 
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contradictory statements, i.e. "the definition language merely states the owner has 
responsibility for that function", "the definition is merely defining who is responsible for 
providing the data in given situations" (remarks, page 12, last par.). It is clear from 
applicant's own assertion, that device with ownership responsibility is responsible for 
providing data, as it is clear from above arguments, but the owner ignores the packet. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on July 12, 2007 has 
considered by the examiner. 

Specification 

5. 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, requires the specification to be written in "full, 
clear, concise, and exact terms." The specification is replete with terms, which are not 
clear, concise and exact. The specification should be revised carefully in order to 
comply with 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. Examples of some unclear, inexact or 
verbose terms used in the specification are: 

No where in the specification, the specifics of proxy read-to-own (PRTO) packets 
and proxy invalid (PI) packets are described, where the active device even though is 
owner, ignores the second type of packets as claimed in claims 1, 15, 31 and 44 (similar 
to PRTS explained in paragraphs [02491 - f02551). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. Claims 1-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

Independent claims 1, 15, 31 and 44 recite the limitation "if the given active 
device has an ownership responsibility of the coherency unit", the definition of "owner" 
or "ownership responsibility" as per present application specification par. 90, "The 
ownership responsibility specified by the state information for a particular coherency unit 
indicates whether the client device, is responsible for providing a copy of the coherency 
unit to another client that requests it . A client device owns (i.e. has ownership) a 
coherency unit if it is responsible for providing data to another client which requests that 
coherency unit". Accordingly from prior two statements the "owner" or device with 
"ownership responsibility" is responsible for providing the requested coherency unit and 
the claim limitation recites ignoring the address packet, so the specification and claim 
language contradicts each other. 

As per claims 7-12, 20-25 and 36-41, the limitations "proxy read-to-own" packet 
(PRTO) and "proxy invalidate" packet (PI) is not described in the specification. 
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According to present application specification, pars. 189 and 191, "a PRTO packet may 
be used to initiate a similar (to PRTO modified) sub transactions in non-gM node" and "a 
PI is a similar (to PI modified) invalidating request used to invalidate data in caches 
and/or memory in a gl or gS node". The claims are dependent claims and the respective 
parent claims recites limitation "if the active device is owner of the coherency 
unit... ignore the second type (PRTO and PI) of packets" accordingly it is not clear, if the 
packets are used to initiate similar transactions, such as PRTO to gain read-to-own 
access and PI to invalidate the access right, then if the active device ignores the 
packets, then at the execution of PRTO packet creates two owners (because the 
original owner ignores the PRTO packet) and use of PI packet do not invalidate the 
access rights of the owner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-44 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rowlands (US 2003/0217216). 

In view of the ambiguities stated above Rowlands appears to teach limitations of 
claims 1-44. 

As to claims 1 and 2, Rowlands teaches a system, comprising: 
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a node (Rowlands, fig. 2, item 10A-10D) including one or more active devices 
(Rowlands, fig. 1 , items 12A-12N), an interface (Rowlands, fig. 2, item 20) and an 
address network configured to transmit address packets between the one or more 
active device and the interface (Rowlands, pars. [0041], [0042], [0047]); 

an additional node coupled to the node by an inter-node network, wherein the 
additional node includes an additional address network (Rowlands, fig. 2). 

With respect to remaining limitations of claims, such as sending first type of 
address packets and second type of address packets depending upon the global states 
the applicant's disclosure is failed to properly describe such packets as explained above 
with respect to rejection of claims under indefiniteness and Rowlands teaches a multi- 
node system with dual level of coherency (e.g. at intra-node level coherency and inter- 
node coherency), with inter-node (global access states) coherency comprises modified, 
shared or invalid states and intra-node coherency comprises MESI or other type of 
coherency states. He also teaches when the cache block having inter-node coherency 
(i.e. global access state) as modified state, active devices within the node can have 
read and write access to the cache block, if the inter-node coherency state of the block 
is shared state, then active devices within the node can have read access right and 
invalid state, the device may not read or write (i.e. no valid copy of data). (Rowlands, 
par. [0035]). Rowlands further teaches that a single transaction (command) may be 
used for probes or there may be a probe generated transaction that invalidates agent 
copies of the cache block and another probe-generated transaction that permits agents 
to retain shared copies of the cache block (Rowlands, par. [0058]). Thus, from above 
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teaching one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have used 
first type of packet in case of inter-node cache state having modified to acquire read 
access to coherency unit, which can force write back of modified data from the active 
device having ownership of the data and send second type of packet if the inter-node 
state of the block is shared state, where the second type of packet forces owning device 
or other device having data in shared state (in shared inter-node state the maximum 
access right is read-only, as such data in the active device as well as in the memory are 
same data (i.e. valid)) to send data to requesting node but permits agents to retain 
shared copies of data. 

With respect to limitation, wherein in if given active device has ownership 
responsibility for the coherency unit, the given active device is configured to ignore the 
second type of packet and respond to first type of packet, it is understood that when the 
inter-node coherency state is in modified state, the active device must write-back data 
to memory, as such active device responds to the first type of packet and if the global 
state (inter-node state) is shared state, then the data at memory is valid and as such 
data can be retrieved from memory, which is equivalent to ignoring the second type of 
packet, where it is readily apparent that either memory or the active device responds to 
the second type of packet. 

As to claims 3-6, the claims recites read-to-share packets to gain shared access 
right to coherency units and transitioning of ownership or not, Rowlands teaches read- 
shared and read-exclusive commands to obtain data in either shared state or exclusive 
state (Rowlands, par. [0056]) and as explained above with respect to inter-node and 
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intra-node coherency, one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
would have realized that when data was in modified state at one node and other node 
wants share the data, then the inter-node state is changed from modified to shared and 
the modified data must written back to memory, thus satisfying either transitioning 
ownership or not if data at inter-node state is in shared-state. 

Claims 7-9, recite read-to-own (readexc) packets as well as proxy-read-to-own 
packets, Rowlands as explained above with respect to claims 3-6 teaches similar 
transactions (Rowlands, par. [0056]) and also proxy packets (e.g. probe packets, pars. 
[0058] - [0065])thus satisfying limitations of claims 7-9. It is also readily apparent from 
Rowlands, that in response to read-to-own packets, the node holding exclusive copy of 
data sends data to requester and transitions its global state to invalid, and requester's 
state to modified, indicating transitioning of access rights. 

Claims 10-12 recite, invalidate packets, Rowlands teaches invalidating packets of 
a node providing data in response to requester's read-to-own (readexc) packets (par. 
[0058]). 

As to limitations of claims 13 and 14, use of directory less (broadcasting) and 
directory protocols are known in the art and depending upon the configuration of system 
one having ordinary skill in the art would have used point-to-point type of protocol in the 
system containing large number of device to reduce the traffic or would have used 
broadcasting in system having smaller number of device to reduce the overhead of 
maintaining directory. 
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Claims 15-44 are also rejected under same rationales as applied to claims 1-14 

above. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Rowlands US 2004/0034747 teaches a packetized link to transport coherency 
messages and also teaches maintaining coherency between inter-node and intra-node 
states. 

1 1 . The examiner also requests, in response to this Office action, support be shown 
for language added to any original claims on amendment and any new claims. That is, 
indicate support for newly added claim language by specifically pointing to page(s) and 
line no(s) in the specification and/or drawing figure(s). This will assist the examiner in 
prosecuting the application. 

12. When responding to this office action, Applicant is advised to clearly point out the 
patentable novelty which he or she thinks the claims present, in view of the state of the 
art disclosed by the references cited or the objections made. He or she must also show 
how the amendments avoid such references or objections See 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(c). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kaushikkumar Patel whose telephone number is 571- 
272-5536. The examiner can normally be reached on 8.00 am - 4.30 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung Sough can be reached on 571-272-6799. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Kaushikkumar Patel 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2188 
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